researchers to tackle diseases and conditions such as malaria, tuberculosis, HIV-AIDS and malnutrition, 7 and a desire among HIC researchers to work with colleagues from LMIC. The aim of these initiatives is twofold: first, to promote and accelerate the discovery of pharmaceuticals and therapeutics; second, to help build research capacity in LMIC, so local researchers will be able in the future to set their own agendas to pursue innovative and locally relevant healthrelated research without the need of an HIC partner.
HIC and LMIC collaborations do not always work as intended.
It has been observed that these types of collaborations are often structured in ways that favour HIC researchers more than their counterparts in LMIC. 8 For example, research partners from LMIC often find themselves in the role of 'glorified field workers', providing the samples and data, but less involved -if at all -in designing the research and setting research agendas. 9 This relationship curtails LMIC researchers' opportunities to establish themselves in their field and to pursue their own research interests, and results in the perpetuation of the situation it is seeking to address: a situation where LMIC researchers remain dependent on their HIC counterparts for funding and research opportunities.
In 2013, the Council on Health Research for Development (COHRED) issued a report entitled Where there is no lawyer: Guidance for fairer contract negotiation in collaborative research partnerships.
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The aim of this document is to assist researchers from LMIC to achieve better and fairer collaborations with their HIC partners.
COHRED acknowledges that 'sporadic attempts' to level the scientific playing field between HIC and LMIC, as well as calls for HIC researchers to abide by the principles of fairness when entering into partnerships with LMIC researchers have had limited success. By issuing this guidance, COHRED seeks to 'shift the locus of control of research benefits to the LMIC partner ', 11 and ensure that LMIC researchers do not have to trust to their richer colleagues' 'good will'.
Trust is important, says COHRED, but more is needed for good and fair collaborations. So, if LMIC researchers cannot rely on trust for fair collaborations, where should they turn?
In this paper, I examine the concepts of trust and reliance in scientific collaborations in general, but also in the particular context of collaboration in global health research between HIC and LMIC. I
propose and defend the argument that, given the particular characteristics of collaboration and demands of trust relationships, reliance is a better relational mode for successful collaborations. Although reliance can be difficult to establish in situations where asymmetry of power exists, trust should not be the only relational mode available to LMIC researchers because of the type of vulnerability it introduces to the relationship. I conclude that the promotion of good collaborations requires addressing the power imbalances between partners, and establishing an even playing field in global health research.
The goal of this paper is not to offer a new account of trust or reliance but rather to extend discussion already in the literature to bear upon the context of collaborations in global health research.
| WHAT IS A COLL ABOR ATI ON?
The existing consensus is that collaborations are good and ought to be promoted. It is argued that they are an efficient and effective way of answering scientific questions, and solving problems.
Collaborations enhance research productivity, facilitate knowledge generation and knowledge transfer, and make tackling big, multifactorial research questions possible (e.g., in genomic epidemiology research 
| TRUS T
There are three main characteristics that describe trust relationships: (a) trust can only be conferred by the trustor, and it cannot be demanded by the trustee; (b) the trustor believes that the trustee has good will towards him or her; and (c) the trustor assumes a participant's stance, namely they make themselves vulnerable to the trustee as they acknowledge and accept that the trustee can decisively affect the outcome of the entrusted action. 26 These characteristics explain and validate feelings of gratitude, when trust is confirmed, and of betrayal, when trust is broken. It is important to underline that vulnerability is not a necessary characteristic of the person who is trusting, but a relational property that emerges from the act of trusting. When I confide a secret to my friend and I ask him not to reveal it, I acknowledge that he has the power to either confirm my trust -which will make me feel grateful -or to ignore my request -making me feel betrayed. My vulnerability arises because I have no assurances, other than those bestowed by the trusting relationship, to protect me from his decision. His having good will towards me means being 'directly and favourably' moved by the thought that I am counting on him. 27 It is this assumption or belief that a person has 'good will' towards me that justifies entering a position of vulnerability. 28 It follows that without this belief or assumption my decision to trust him would be unreasonable.
It often takes time to build trust, and when broken, it is difficult to restore. As Baier notes:
'Trust me!' is for most of us an invitation which we cannot accept at will -either we do already trust the one who says it, in which case it serves at best as reassurance, or it is properly responded to with, 'Why should and how can I, until I have cause to?'
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Being trustworthy means giving others reasons to believe that one can be counted on. Yet demonstrating trustworthiness moves beyond 16 Hord, S. M. (1986) . A synthesis of research on organizational collaboration. Educational Leadership, 43, [22] [23] [24] [25] [26] In order to demonstrate the distinction between different modes of working relationships, Mattessich, Murray-Close and Monsey contrast collaborations with cooperation, which they define as a simple agreement between organizations which furthers their individual aims and goals, but lacks a common mission, structure or joint planning; and coordination, where two parties decide to work together in order to better achieve their independent goals. Mattessich, P. the mere observation of rules and regulations as a tactic to avoid punishment or penalties. 30 Being trustworthy means having an attitude of good will towards the trustor by being responsive to the trustor's dependency upon the trustee.
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It is not immediately obvious why trust is necessary in collaborations. Ideally, people would not want to enter into a relationship which renders them vulnerable and entirely dependent on their collaborator's good will to counterbalance their vulnerability. Trust can be justified if the trustor has sufficient evidence of the trustee's good will -but it takes time to amass this evidence. One might trust a collaborator if one has known them for a long time and has come to believe that they are trustworthy, i.e., they are not only conscientious but also have good will towards one. In such a situation, trust can be a sufficient reason to enter into a collaborative partnership. However, not all collaborations are established between longstanding partners. When considering a collaboration with a new partner, the partner's reputation might be an indication of their trustworthiness; but again, it is not obvious why anyone would choose to become vulnerable to another person, on the basis of what a third party says about them. So, although in certain circumstances trust can be a sufficient reason for collaboration, it is not a necessary one.
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Researchers form collaborations to achieve goals that would be impossible to reach by working alone. They seek collaborations with colleagues who are interested in answering the same questions, and who also have the knowledge and skill to achieve it. A relational mode that seeks partners based on these qualities, rather than on the presence of good will, might be more appropriate for research collaborations.
Could reliance provide a better relational mode for collaborations?
| RELIAN CE -A NECE SSARY COMP ONENT OF COLL ABOR ATIONS
The terms 'reliance' and 'trust' are often used interchangeably but a closer inspection reveals that there are significant differences between them. Reliance describes a relationship where the involved parties come together through a process of rational exercise that aims at minimizing the risks and maximizing the benefits of the rela- 
| TRUS T AND RELIAN CE IN A SYMME TRIC COLL ABOR ATIONS
Collaborative research in global health has been promoted as an effective way of addressing pressing health issues that predominantly affect communities in LMIC, and also of advancing scientific research within countries where the highest burden of disease lies. Relationships of reliance assume the existence of rational self-interested agents with equal power over each other. In partnerships where symmetric power exists, distribution of risks and benefits is expected to also be symmetrical, and therefore fair. A collaboration between two researchers with the same academic standing, equal access to funding, and equal stakes in the research project can be an example of such collaboration. It is easy to imagine that these two agents would be able to negotiate the terms of the collaboration in an effective and fair way, and also stick to them, as it would be 39 Wagner, C. S. (2005) . Six case studies of international collaboration in science. in neither's interest to do otherwise. In situations, however, where power symmetry collapses, reasons for keeping the relationship equal and fair also cease to exist. Where there is power asymmetry the stronger partner has the opportunity, and reason, to tip the balance of risk and benefits to his/her favour and at their partner's expense. Also, as it is often the case, the weak partner, in virtue of his/ her position, lacks the ability to effectively punish the strong partner in case of defection, hence giving reasons to the powerful partner to drop the relationship.
Another factor that could secure a fair collaboration could be the promise of future reciprocation, i.e., a tit-for-tat relationship.
Partners are motivated to establish a stable relationship to increase the likelihood of being granted access to the desired good/service/ relationship now and in the future. Again, a partner with little to offer has less ability to motivate desire for future reciprocation. research interests and establish themselves in the academic community. This requires not only the availability of direct funds for LMIC researchers, but also the existence of the appropriate infrastructure for the development and flourishing of research in these countries.
Additionally, it requires changes at an international level to the ways in which research excellence is perceived and measured, and collaborations acknowledged in publications. 51 Schemes have already been initiated to encourage and support LMIC-LMIC collaborations in health research. 52 Of course, it remains to be seen whether these efforts will succeed in levelling the research arena. Empirical research can assist in this task by examining whether targets are achieved, and by revealing areas where more work is needed.
However, the focus and direction towards creating the right environment for LMIC countries to pursue their research agendas and enhance their research capacity should persist.
| CON CLUS ION
Scientific collaborations between HIC and LMIC are an increasing trend in global health. They bring together knowledge, expertise and resources in order to find more effective ways of combating disease and illness. Collaborations between HIC and LMIC are, however, often characterized by asymmetric power distribution, making partnerships more risky and often unfair to the LMIC researchers. In this paper I have argued that in symmetric collaborations reliance, rather than trust, can provide adequate justification for entering a partnership. The term 'collaboration' denotes a non-hierarchical partnership aiming at a common goal, based on reasonable expectations and proven ability. It assumes power parity between partners. In situations where power parity is not present, reliance -belief in the self-interested motivation of the other -cannot provide adequate justification for collaboration. Trust could provide sufficient reason for collaboration in such situations, but trust relationships take time to establish, and also require one partner to become vulnerable, depending upon the other to act in a way that will not hurt or betray them. Power disparity therefore could lead to relationships where LMIC researchers are forced to act as if they trust HIC partners even when trust might not exist or is not reasonable.
In order to ensure that collaborations between LMIC and HIC countries are fair and equitable, the scientific playing field must be levelled. Creating the conditions in which researchers can be equal partners makes possible the formation of relationships of reliance between equal stakeholders, rather than asymmetric relationships in which the only option for the weaker partner is to trust in the other's good will. 
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